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posture has little effect on either -cr&dibility or coamprehension;
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‘

Speech teachers since the time of Aristotle, Cicero,’u '
and Quintilian’have noted the significance of effective
speech delivery.  In suppoﬁt of the anciéht rhetoricians,
numerous studies have cBncluded that speech de11very var- !
iables\hay improve a spEaker s credibility and enhance
listener comprehension.1 Recent surveys indicate that .
"devgloping effective qelivery" remains a’primary instruc-
tional objectiv% in the‘speech c1assroom.2. Additjonal
eviﬂence, however,.suggests that several delivery cneslmay '
not be significant determinants of effectiveness,3 ‘Therefore,
ouestions remain regarding which delivery variables contribute
most to improved speaker effectiveness—-more specifically,

Y

to higher credibility and greater conprehension.
- . X

Monroe" discovered thit audiences'identified a mono-

-

_tonous voice, stiff posture, and lack of eye contact as the
three most distractinv behaviors of public speakers. Speech
textbook authors, relying upon both personal experience and
research,_note with unanimity that direct eye contact,

varied vocal inflection,” and "appropriate" posture are key

delivery variables.5 Reid contends, "The minimum essentials

. of eye contact, conversational voice, and posture themselves

represent a degree of achievement."6

Several inveeq}gatione-

examining the importance of various delivery variabI“?z
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support. these authors' claims: direct speaker eye_contact

may i‘brove speaker effectiveness 7 varied vocal inflection8

, and appropriate posture9 may also contribute to perceived

" effectiveness., There is little data-based theory, - however,

that predicts how combinations of these delivery. variables

»

interact to affect credibility and comprehen51on in a

"' live public speﬁking context, Questions remain as to -

which delivery variables are most significant and also as
to the effects of inconsistent or contradictory delivery
cues, Studies by Mehrabian, et al.10 suggest that nonverbal-
cues perceived as. 1ncons1stent affect the<meaning of the.

ahssage. A contradiction of the nonverbal message (eegey

. deliveringva speech with direct eye contact and a monotone _

\
vocal inflection), may affect the meaning of the message.

"and have a subsequent impact upon the speaker's credibility
and listener comprehension. Knowing which delivery variables
are most important in influencing a speaker'sgeffectiveness

could help to clarify relationships between individual

. , s
delivery cues and also provide additional insight as to

the function of speczfic delivery variables,

Finally, most researchers who have exdmined relation-
ships between delirerr and speaker effectiveness have -
relied upon videotaped presentations‘ratherAthan a live,
speaker. Several nonverbal researchers advocate using a

live speaker -because of speaker-audience immediacy and

' increased external validity.1: #
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posture were employed. °

s
limited vocal inflection in contributing to enhanced speaker
credibility and imprdved listener comprehension?

. : : !
Independent Variables,

.

1. Eye Contact. Two levels of eye contact, consfant

eye contact and no eye contagt, were employed. Constant
) .

eye contact was defined as a speaker's‘eye contact with

the audience 95 to 100 per cent of -the time. In the

3
no-eye contact treatments, the Speaker was instructed not

4

to look at any member of_the audience. * She looked at .

her speaking notes- or down at the floor, but she did not.

look direetly at any person in the eudience,

2. Posture.. 4s with eye contact, two levels of

In the formal postnre~condi€ion:'
the speaker kebt her batk straight and her feet approximately
three inches apart. Her weight evenly distributed-on both
feet, the speaker stood behind a music stand, whichvsenved
as aﬂlectern, =Xo) tnat her posture could be visible to the

audiepce;' In the casual posture speaking condition, the
: : ' - -

speaker stood with her shdhlders slumped'forﬁafd. Her

feet were.anpxmimately ten inches apart, with her weight
shifting from one foot to the other. ' She stood beh?ﬁd a
music stand and)leaned on it for support, - -

3.
the fundamental frequency or pitch of the voice, as measured

Vocal*Inflection. Vocal inflection was defined as

by a Honeywell Visicorder. The _average range of v0ca1 \s
inflect;on for the limited vocal inflection treatments was

* » .
i . r - !
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. ? '
from 192 to 222 Hz. Limifhd vocal inflection wa\defined

as ‘the habitual or consistent vocal pitch of the’ speaker,
“as, validated by a Honeywell ViS1corq§r, e machine designed

to,prov1de an index of the fundamental frequency of the

« .
. . ~ -~
L . A .

".voice., For the varied vocal infiection‘treatments, the

‘speaker had- an ayerage range of 185 to 330 Hz.

- Manipulation Cheek of e'Independent VariaHles. -

For . purposes of stimulus va Jdation, each of the speeph

- presentations was V1deotaped during the experiment. A

¢

,group of seventeen undergraduate students at the Univer51ty

.of Miss. 1-Columbia later evaluated the video tapes on the

basis of similarities of delivery presentatron. ‘They were ,:
not told that the speaker deliberately manipulated her
posture,deye contact, or vocal inflection, The raters

used semantic differential scales to describe the speaker's

.delivery in each of the stimulus presentations. " The bi-polar

adjectives used were selected to provide descriptions_of
the speaker's rate, eye contact, facial expression, posture,
gestures, vocal inflection, and pronunciation.” The raters®-

evaluations 1ndicated that . the speaker appropriately varied

eye contact, posture, and vocal inflection and wag able to .

" hold constant herfrate, facial expressions, gestures, and

pronunciation, T - ; -
' The Honeywell Visicorder provided a further validation
check qn the speaker's manipulation of:vocal inflectiom, |, |

Audio recordings of the same three sentences were selected

ftom each presentation and subjected to Visicorder analysis.,

»
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".voice., For the varied vocal inflectionetreatments, the

‘speaker had- an aykrage range of 185 to 330 Hz.
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from 192 ta 222 Hz. Limittd vocal inflection wa\\defined
"as ‘the habitual or coqsistent vocal pitch of the’ speaker,
“as, validated by a Honeywell Vi31cordpr, e machine designed

to,prov1de an index of the fundamental frequency of the
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~ Manipulation Cneek of e Independent Variables. -

For -purposes of stimulus va ﬁdation, each of the speeph

. presentations was videotaped during the experiment. A

¢

,group of seventeen undergraduate students at the University
of Missaé;i-Columbia later evaluated the video tapes on the

basis, of similarities of delivery presentatron. ‘They were lj

not told that the speaker deliberately manipulated her
posture,deye contact,‘or vocal inflection. The raters

used semantic differential scales to describe the speaker's

.delivery in each of the stimulus presentations. The bi-polar

adjectives used were selected to provide descriptions,of

the speaker's rate, eye contact, facial expression, posture,

gestures, vocal inflection, and pronunciation.3 The raters®-

. evaluations indicated that . the speaker appropriately varied

eye contact, posture, and vocal inflection and was able to .

*hold constant hen‘rate, facial expressions, gestures, and

pronunciation, T . | - .

The Honeywell Visicorder provided a further validation

check an the speaker's manipulation of* vogal inflection. Y

Audio recordings of the same three sentences were selected

ftom each presentation and subjected to Visicorder analysis.,

» -

. 6




"the credibility scales., ‘ ‘ v 1

&

Results 'of the analysis confirmed that the speaker

Vappropriatelf manipulated her.vecal inflection,

. . Dependent Variables .

s

A. Sauree Credibility. Credibility was measured by

nine seven-peint semantic differ'ential scales. Based upon

4
the factor structure obtained by Berlo, Lemert, and'Meftz,lz

and a sﬁbsequent factor structure obtained by Beebe,13

faCtor scores from nine semantic scales were selected to
4 B - . I -

. measure three factors. of credibility., Data ‘collected from

these semantie’scales were again Subjected to principle-
component factor ?nalysis in the present study. Three
dlstlnctfactors emerged—-dynamism, believabilityi and
Yikability. Table 1 presents the factor loadings for . }i

L3
2. Comprehension. Comprehension was measured by a

-

twenty-ltem, four-foiled, multiple—choice test.- The‘
questions wére prepared to cover the material presented in

the seventminute informative speech about computer music.lh‘

4

Content validity was established by asking four graduate
students tJ/read the informatiVe spee%p and rate each'

-~

question good, faigz or poor. *Based upon their feedback, .

three questions were rewritten. +An estimate of reliability .

was obtained by using the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20,

_ which yielded a reliability coefficient of .63.23

£y hd
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_Subjects - TV

T v .
..1.-‘

t
Ll

- ‘ One hundzed and seventy—one students 1n the - £

-

- ° g
. Introductlon to Speech Communitation’ course at the University =~ -

PN

of Mlssourl—Columbla completed the experiment, Two of the
I - o eight expérdmental.treatments were replicated, however,’
o ’so that an équal cell size of at least sixteen could be’ .
‘ .'obtained. T&;nty-seven subJects were thus randomly . -
ellhlnated from the sample. .The groups of subJects that - -
; were’ exposed to the stimulus treatments and the %ontrol
group were randomly selected from férty-three sections of
the bas1c speech course. The flnal .sample was composed '
of one hundred and forty—four subjects. Subjects represented
a college populatior of both male and female, freshmen, -

sophoﬁores, juniors, and seniors, and a héterogenous

sampling of various college majors. .

Procedures’ -
Qﬁbhects were told by their'instructor:one‘§eek
" before the experiment that class wonld,heﬂheld in the ' -

Speech Communication Laboratory. A student would be giving

|+ ' an informative speech to thé class, because her

b
would ‘like the student to receive somgl"peer eva¥htion" ' .
po e

‘from other students. They were told that the reason they

were meeting in the lab rather than in their qwn classroom
. was so the Speaker's'instructor could video tape the speech
i ' . - : A .

\‘ “ P - - N - N
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LY allow the~speaker and instructor to réview the tape

tovether later. .

All instructors 1nvolved in the study were given
written 1nstructions—so that the administrative procedures
would be uniforn for all conditions. On the day of the
-_experiment, when all of she subjects had arrivgd-in the

speech iab for class, the students"inStructor told them, :
‘"Today you are going to have 'an opportunity to listen to
and critique- a speaker.who has prepared an informative

speech." The instructor further explained that Wthe

& -

s eaker's instructor would l1ike to have some student evaluation
of both her as a speaker‘and the speech she will deliver."‘
- The 1nstructor then introduced the Speaker to the ‘class,

and the speaker delivered her speech, using the appropriate

-

-

delivery treatment.

$.
-

At the conclusion of the Speech, the speaker left
the, room. The instructor said, "The speaker's instructor
'would “like to Eat some feedback concerning how well ‘she
communicated her ideas to the audience-" The instructor
- then passed out the comprehension test and answer sheets
and\instructed the students to complete the test. The
instructor then distributed tée semantic diffefential seales.,
' The suhjects‘were asked to read the instructions and then‘to
conplete the scales, In addition, thé‘subjects,were asked .
to write any comments they wished to make abg‘ the speak'er's
speech’ or presentation: ‘Those subJects who served as a

control group were asked. to take the "Computer Music Test" -

to help validate a test'given by another instructor. -

®
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A posttest-only control group de51 was -used to N

’ test the tesearch hypotheses for comprehe sion. No control

group was necessafy to test the hypogheses for credibility.
Tests for main effects and interactions among -the treatment'
variables were performed(thrgugh a2 x2x 2 factorial -
analysis of variance. Dunnett's be tlé was used to compare
comprehen51on test -scores of subJects~1n the control group .o
‘to those’ of subjects in the expenimental groups. In addition,

he mean score in the experamental ‘groups was compared to n ’
the mean score in the control gr?u@ for the comprehension
variable.' Fisher's Least Significant Differdhce Testl? was
used to. analyze differences between treatments ‘when a ) ‘lr_ "y
51gn1f1cant F was obtained. The alpha level set‘for the -

-rejection of th? null- hypotheses was .05,

’

: ' Results | ' B
n i ' . ‘\-“ N
L ¥ .

Eie Cdntact and Credibility. As reported in Table 2"‘ : ‘*.2

there was a significant eye ¢ ntact and posturerinteraction ":g
for the dynamism factor of credibility. Dynamism factor

score -means far eye contact and posture interaction are

. 4'puesented in Table 3. The main effect for eye contact

L

’pkthe dynamism factor of credibility was also significant.
- For the believability factor of credibility, Table

b reports a significant second order interacbion, as well

_ as a significant eye contact "and vocal inflection interaction.

A significant main effect for eye contact was. also present

- for the believability credibility factor.‘,Table-5,reports, \

[
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/significant main effect for eye, gdn}:act. Table 8 f‘s@rts -

ported. Table 9 reveqlé no significantf' main effects for ‘pos/ture

- ' 3‘,
- . N N .

\
A
.
.
>

?
the factor score-means for the second-ordef interactions

’ » . . % . ' .
Table 16 reports believability factor score means for the

' '
3
~

eye contact-voeal inflection interaction, ' =~ '

e

Table 7 indicates a significant second-order jfjteraction

L N ;.

for the iikabi}ity factor of credibility. There was no ' —
likability factbf_;score means for eye contaét, vbcal
inflection and posture interaction. \

Eye Contact and gmprehension. Hypothesis-2 was = . ! Q .
. N - .

supborted. Subjects scored higher on t),he comprehenéipn t;.e'st‘

when the speaker used 'consp—ant eye contact than when she. used

-

- no eye contact, Table 9 indicates that the control éi‘f)’ufns- L
: o ;

_.s‘cored significantly lower tham theﬁeight;exp’erimep;ai treat- .
ment groups. The mean sc@reslof ;&he .control. group and | ‘
the'enéperimental ltréatm nt 'gg'ou;s art; ;n*esented in 'i'able io.. .
Dunnett's 'Multiplga Comparison Test’ a;l_éo copfirmed-th.at tr‘le-
control group scored lower than the’ stilfﬁulus érg’iups.

Posture and Credibility. - The third résearch hypotheéis

was not supported for either th® dynamisn, BZIieva’bility, or

likability factors of credibililty. Table 2 indicates that
- N .- N N ’ ) x?
there was a significant first—order interaction between
: v - :

' “posture and eye contact on tl{e"dyr'xa'mis'm credibility factor. Y

- i :
» . -Posture and Comprehension. Hypothesis 4 was- not sup~ s

and oomprehension, i@r‘ were thére.dny:significanﬁ interactiond.
. / - - % ) ) ) ’ ’ — - . s
Vocal Inflection and Credibility. Table .2 réveals *

that there were no signif'icant; interactions or mafn effects .4
for vocal infleqtion rqn the ‘dynamism factor of 'c;fedibility'. o

»

: 11 .-
B . ' to- .
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x - As reported in ‘Table &, there-W@s a significant second .
order, 1nteraction and\a significant eye qdntact a d vocal
'
inflection intdwactipn for the. believabiiity factor of -
" credibilitx, However, there was no S1gn1f1cant main effect
for vocal 1nflection on the believability factor of '" i

- . . 3
“ v N —

Table ; indicates a 51gn1f1cant second-order interaction
as: well as a 51gn1f1cant main effect for vocal inf1ection '
on the likability factor of bredibility. Table 8 reports
factor score means for the likabi;;ty dimension of credibility.
Thefefore, witb\the exception of the. s1vnificant main effect

for the 11kabi11ty factor, hypothesis 5 was‘generally not
v
supporteg;f . : >

Vocal Inflection ‘and ComprehenS1on. Hypoth5sis 6 -~ =

»

. ;
was not supported. SubJects in the-varied vocal inflection

treatments did not score siénificaﬁtl&‘higher on the

- comprehension test than did subjects expode to the limited

-

vocal inflectidn conditions.
-~ , X ) \ .

' ' {/iscussion , - ‘ v .
N =_' ) ’ » N e " ‘. : LI .
- . N 3 - .. ’

It is generally assumed that a speaker's delivery

will either enhance or detréct from his. overall effectiveness

as a public Speaker. The, results of’JLis study do suggest

“that ‘some delivery varisbles, notably eye’ contact, may o

/ ..r

{ contribute to improved credibility and greater comprehension.

However, the presence of first and second-order interactiOns ‘

does not . allow one to explicate clear relationships between - "

kS T
- .the- indeoendent variables and the credibility factors., M
. . 1o . - / !

.
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.~ in the no eye contact tréatments.,

. R ) . .
i consisteﬁt'with previous® research suggesting that eye
N . [ .-
results'alsellend'some éxtérnal validity to the coni
e . I
in interpersonal contexts,l?» Thus, ¥n comparison with

’ speaksr ~eye contact . appears to be the most consistent} T

e
<
Al

While there were Significant main effects fef’eye
contact.on.the dynamism and belivability credibility T
factors, the pnesence of first— and second—order interactions

should e noted. As 1ndipated 1n Table/a, the‘factor Score

means for the eye -contact and posture interaction suggest " {.

*
that the speaker was perceived .d8s more credible on the . -

“ dynamism factor in.therconstaﬁf‘e?b contact treatments than. - .V

These results,arekgfnerally"”

18

contact may contribute to enhanced ¢redibility. The

i i e
ions

of researcherSeinvestigating the function of- eye contact

, . ’ 1 o . . v N
varietions of either posture or vocal inflection, constant

-

determinant oﬁ enhanced credibility. ( % .f"

In adﬁition to taking the comprehension test and
ot

completing the semantic differential scales, each subJect

was asked to prepare a written evaluation of the speaker.'; .
-According to these written“c%mqhnts,.seventy—nine per cent

of all gubjects who were"exposed to the no’ eye contact treatments
~ felt that the speaker should.have used more éye contact,

It seems resonable to conclude that'their expectationsaof

the speéker»may‘hahe been violated¢ This conclusion‘ seems
particularlyatrue ‘since the subjeets were speech students
whO/ﬁad beén instructed in both class discussion _and required

¢ .
r . - - A
- .

. . i) - .
AN AN - N N .
- M : N ,q.é’ 4 .
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contact’to be a ‘determinant of improved comprehension,20 S

,subjects méan comprehension scores in these studies were 2

A'P -
. - L4
-
\/
l\‘
.

. .
e
s = -,.,m,_.—.a

-
.

» . 7 ~— — .

. Ve .
i : . 3 - ! .
e .

reading to maintafk considerable eye contact . in their - -

o

own speeches; h = ‘, ~

Of ‘the three 1ndependent variables examined, eye

contact Was the only one .to- result in improved comprehension

scores. Xhile some investigations have not foynd eye

o

in. the predicted direotion. Bub jects in thq constantleye L

contact conditions had higher comprehen51on scores than : .- _
b |
did subilits in the no eye contact treatments. It thus I

- seems plausible to conclude that’ Speaker eye contact may _ |

contribute to 1mproved comprE;:nsion of an informative speech,

-* From a pedagogical standfoint this study lends

’credence'to the'speech instructor's 1itany for direct speaker

eye contact with an audienceéiboth credibility and comprehen:

sion may be imprdved. ‘Phis study wlso supports the theory = -

‘.“‘ﬂ"“

that*speaker eye contact signals that "the communication

channel is open and the speaker is dnterested in the o i
f - L
listener.

Pl

Audience interest generated by constant speaker

_ eye contact may help focus the audience's attention on the .

speaker and subsequentlyfimprove comprehension 6f the .

*

information présented. | i g

Compared with Speaker eye contact and vocal infiection,

"speaker posture, defined in this- study as either formar

or- casual, appears to have the least influence upon audience

.
L]

erception of a speaker's credibility. ‘Research by

M‘ehrabian21 has also suggested that posture may be less
important than eye contact in communicating wfavorable
R | 14
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. attitudes.ﬁ’ Mehrabianzgwalsghsngggsts that. either a too- ot
7reiaxed\br extremely rigid posture may commnnicatelless ‘ L -
positive attitudes than a more moderate.pose. In liéhthof

o " Mehrabian!s hypothesized - curvilinear relationship between
posture and. attitud;s, different definitions of. speaker
posture may producd different results. Perhaps the
operationalwpefinitions of posture(psed in the present .
.studp were too extremelyudichotomized._iAdditional '
research is clearly neededlbefore definitivé conclusions:

’ regarding posture ahnd creddbility c;n.be reached.xu
K The formal or casual posture of« a spaaker apparently _
has little effect upon the’ comprehension of an informative
speech. \But! as was the case with posture and credibility,
addiiidhal1:esearch is’needed’before cag{ident conclusions

‘,' are made regardinv the relationship between these two .

;rariables. : @ L “."“ ‘-

As confirmed by the credibility ratings, speaker
- :posture'generally had-no significant effect upon audience‘ .
¥ )

perceptions of the speaker as dynamic, believable, or

likable. Formal or casual speaker posture thus may

.. function as an important determinant of audience jfiterest,
. » R . - R . ‘ - . '
\\\\\ as’ ig'suspected for direct speaker eye contact/,  Variables -
[ - other than a speaker's posture.may need to b stressed {f '

improved comprehension is the desired goal ‘
The speaker's veried or Ifmited vocal inflection S
(g;gerally had “no significant effect upon her perceived '

} . N ' ‘ 7 . | |




. lwb

. ) effect upon comprehension, As“suggested by Knapp, 23”1t
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credibility.“ A notable exception, however, was the‘ﬁffect

Thete.waf-a significant main effect for;vocal inflection -
. on‘the'l kability credibility/diménsion.\}Bﬁt this main |
’ effect must be qualified by the sivnificant second order
interaction, Table 8 preSents the factor score means for
the Significant second-order 1nteraction on' the likability ,:f
credibility factor. 3 .
| An interesting relationship worthy of additional conent.
.,is that of vogal inflection, eye contact, and percieved .
credibility. This study Suggests that direct eye-contact

may enhance Speaker credibility., The- presence or absence

of speaker eye contact, in conJunction with speaker vocal

inflection, may serve as a confounding: variable when Credi-

bility is the dependent variable, When a Speaker is deliVering

. ~a relatively technical,. informative speech and uses direct .

=eye ‘contact and limited vocal inflection.or‘no eye contact

and varied vocal inflection, he may be perceived as.less j
believable than if he has either constant eye contact,and

R

varied vocal inflection or no eye'contact ‘and limited

vocal inflection. This nonverbal behavior, seen as

s T

inconsistent or contradictory, may explain the significant .
first=-order interaction betﬁeen eye contact and vocal

inflection, in addjtion to e second—order interaction on

o M |

‘the believability factor of credibility. \

¢ . ‘
The speaker's vocal inflection had no significant .

—

may take more than Just variation of the ‘speaker's pitoh-~’

1() Af, o .

"

Y -




¥

to affect comprehens1an’ He suspects that listeners can
‘adapt to any vocal presentatloa rather easily, and that
comprehension w111 not . be signiflcantly affected by a
simple maﬁipulation of pltch.-e,ﬁk - '

The speech instructor should nevertheless contlnue’
to monitor a student's vecal inflection and suggest that
“the student attempt to va{r'y'*his piteh. .F'or, as .findings
by Wooibertzh and Glasgow25 imply:‘vocal'in}lection combined
with variation-of ;oice quality, rate, and voluma may serve
(to enhance comprehension. .Variation of these vocal delivery
attributes may h“% maiétain audience interest and,subsequentiy-

+ increase comprehension.

»

Summary and Implications ({,,,

This study examined the.individual and interactive

" effects of speaker—eye contact, posture, and vocal inflection _

.upon source credibility and listener.e!gpreheﬁsion.in an

" effort to substantiate claims that delivery vafi;bles-play
an important role'in;a public speaking®context, The
presence of firstrfanéésecond-order isteractions on the
erediba;ity vari;bles,;ay suggest that delivery>cues do ‘not
operate in’linear‘ﬁelationships todspeech effectiveness;
The dichotomous operational definitions of the,indépendent
variables used ;n.this,study may have helped to achieye the
desirable goal of,daximizing the experimental vafiance;

4

\




But because imappropriate delivery may occur in less _

extremes than defined here, some external’ validity may .

"have been sacrified. Perhaps future research could //‘(

1ncorporate a more moderate’ operational definition of -

the independent delivery,var}ablest

The results suggest .that constant eye—contact may

ﬂenhance comprehension. Eye contact also seemed

to have bome enhancing effect upon the dynamism and

belivabﬁlity factors of credibility. Perhaps the’ most

1nteresting result is the effect of contradictory delivery )
) cuesruﬁpn speaker credibility.. A speaker ‘who has constant

eye contact and limited vocal inflection may be perceived

as 1ncrednlouswbeeauseﬂof”the inconsistent nonverbal %_'

'behavior»_ In the present study, when the’ speaker employed -
' contradictory delivery cues sHe was perceived as 1éss.
,believable. o ) ’ L

‘ — -
Speakdk posture, as operationalized in this study, had

littTe effect on ejther credib‘lity or comprehension. There
was:also-no differgnce between subjects' comprehensiOn scores
in the varied and limited wvocal inflection treatments. o
As a result of‘this investigation we know more about

eye contact, posture, and vocal inflection, and their single

Vrand interapgtive effects upon credibility and comprehension.
But several questions remain unanswered. Additional

" research cdhld examine relationships between.eye contact

and .vocal’ inflection., Particular attention should be given

to contradictory messages conveyed by these~cwoindependent

A b
’

A




¢
]

a variables. Both the sh¥rt term-and long -term effects - 3
upon credibildty and comprehension should be considered.
As suggested by Gundersen and Hopper,26 research should-
continue to focus upon interaction between deiivery and L.
otﬁer speecﬁ variables, such aﬁhcompbsition. ;Relatioﬁ;hips

between attitude cﬁange and credibility could’ be conS1dered.

W na\,‘
tasd i~

L=

And finally, ‘multivariate statistibal anaIYS1s would
provide additionalJinsight into thé relation between'deiiyefyl

and spegch effectiveness..

.
- . - -
- ~ o R
. .
. N -
- .
- :
‘ .
-, . ° -
. | - _—




e 7 ‘ NQTESAA
lceé’ld R. Miller and ‘Murray A, Hewgill, "The Effects -
‘ of Variations in Nonfruency on AudienceaRatingB cf Source’ o

" Credibility," Quarterly Journal of Speech, 50 (February 19643, -

36—4&, Kenneth K. Sereno and Gary J. Hawkins, "The Effects.

of.- Variations in Speakefé;'Nonfluency upon Audience Ratings
y»  of Attitude toward the Speech Topic and. Speakers' Credibility,"\

Speech Monographs, 34, (March 1967), '58-6L; David W Addington“~‘~ -

"The Effect of Vocal' 'Variations on Rating; of Source Credibility,"

Spéech Monographs, 38 (August 15;&), 242-47; Ggorge M, Glasgcw,"-
"A Sementic Index of Vocal ?itch, Speech oncéfdégs, 19.(19§3f,
64-68; For additional research see: Wayne N. Thomnéon,
Quantitative Research in Public Address and Commuﬂication
—(Neszork° »Ri)ndom House, 1967) ’ ’

—

James W. Gibson, Charles R, Gruner,;ﬂilliam D. Brooks,
- and CharleS‘R. _Petrie, Jr.;’"The First Course im Speech: A..

- HSurvey of U, S Colieges and niversities,f §peech,Teacher, 19
(January, 1970), 13-20; Jame} W. Gibson, John A. Kline, and
- ~ Charles R.’ Gruner, "A Eé-Examination of the"First Course in
- .Speech at U,S, Colleges and Universities," Speech Tedcher, 23
'(September, 1974), 06-2lh.

~

\'.\-
3D. F. Gundersen and/Robert Hopp?r, "Relationsnigs

1]

" Between Speech Delivery and Speech Effectiveness," Speech

}

- . .
‘  Monographs, 43 (June 1976), 158-65; For additional research

1




"sees ‘Charles-R, Petrie, Jr., "Infcrmative Speaking:
A Summaryﬁand Bibliography of Related ReSearch " ‘Speech

gggraghs, 30 (1963), 19-91, - ‘

Y

- — ~ -} . . - . - 2

) LAlan He~ Monroe, "Measurement and Analysafit of '
Audience Reaétion to Student cpeakers Studies in titude/ﬂ
/
\e Changeq‘" Bulletin cf Purdue University Studies in Higher

! Education, 32 (1937). ‘ S M

5Alan H. Monroe- and Douvlas Ehnrnger, Principles and
i
Types of of Speech (Glenview,- I1linois: Scott. Foresman and

"Co., 1965 y Pe 493 William D. Brooks, Speech Communication:

-'.;wrwcw"(Dubuque Towai * William €. Brown, Co.'Publishers, 1974), -
PP. 2L7-2b8 Loren Reid, Speaking WeliffNew York McGraw—
Hill Book Co., 1977). P. 252, ‘

6Loren ﬁeid, Teachins Speech’ (New York: Mcdrhw-‘
Hi1l Book Cp., 1971), p. 179. -

4

(

} ‘;7Mhrtin Tw Cobin, "Responee to Eye~Contact,"
Quarterly Journal of Speech, L8 (1963), L15-4,18; T. A.

. -

Jensen and P. A. Garner, "The Effects of Eye Contact on

~ Source Credibility in Mediated and Non-Mediated Settings,"”
A paper presented to the International Communicatioﬁ . ;.
-Assoclation, Atlanta, Georgia (1972), Steven A. Beebe, g
"Eye Contact' TA Nonverbal Determinant of Speaker Credibility,"
Speech Ieacher, 23 (January 197L), 21-25; Patricia Franzoline,

21




«H

s

nThe Effect of Speaker Eye Contact on Listener Response td
the Speakgf and Listener Comprehénsion in é—Public Speaki:5l ) |
Siﬁiat@on,"'A paper prétented to the Speéch Commﬁnicatio

. Asseciation, Chicago, Illinois l197b).—
v . ) s . . :.’ f " .

’ 8Clasgow, "Vocai Pitchj" Miller and Hewgill, "Variations - t
in Noqfluéhcy;" Serenoc and Hawkinds, "Effects of NonfluenCY'" a . f
W. B. Pearce and Fu Conklin, "Nonverbal Vocalic Communi cation o

‘and- Perceptions of a Speaker," Speech Monographs, 38 (1971),

/

'235<241; W. B. Pearce and“B. J. Brommel, "Vocalic Communication . .
in Persuas{on," Spéebh'Monqgraphs, 39 (1972), 298-304, -

9W A. James, "A Study'of Expression of Bodily"
Posture," Journal of General ngchology, 7 (1932), 405=437; I

Albert Mehrabian, "Signifigance of Posture and Position in %z
the Communication of Attitude and(atatus Relasionships," . T -
Psychological Bulletin, 3! (1969), 359-37! Kibert Mehrabian,

"Orientatio ,Behaviors and Nonverbal Attitude Communication,"
R

. Journal _o_f_ Communication,. L2 (1967), 324-332. '

10Albert Mehrabian and S/)R. Ferris Inference of

) Attitudes*from Nonverbal Communication in Two Channels,” -
" Journal of Consulting Psychology, 31 (1967), 2u8-252; o
Albert Mehrabian and M. Wiener, "Non-immediacy between éommuni—l
cator and Object of Cémpﬁhicgfloﬁ'tn a- Verbal Messages Applica~
tion to the’Inferencq of Att;tudés," Joutnal gg,Conéulting -

Psychology , #) (1966), 420-425; Albert ﬁ;hfabian,“Nonverbal-'

{ l)"
22

-




1
1
i
L ¥

iommunication (a%icago: Aldine«Atherton, 1972), pp. 104-132."
/ ST

. 2 e . ' _ .‘

11George Breed, "Nonverbal Behavior and Teaching
1;.' n-j ’Effectiveness Final'Report,, FSpecial.fszect Spensored:
,’/ _by the Office of Education, Department of Health, Educat%on,
and Welfare, South Dakota State University«{November, 1971),

A\ 2
ERIC No. ED 059 182; kari E. Wetck, "Systematic Observational o

' if ,j MéthOdS,ﬁAln The Handbook gi‘Social Psxchology, ed by G.
b iLindzey~i§d E. Aronson, Vol. II (Readihg,- Massachusettb
'Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1968), p.'381 A!bert* N
Mehrabian, Nonverbal Communication (Chicago- Aldine-dtherton,

1972).

I

-
- Pty
Bl ’

? ; 12David Berlo, Je Lemert, ana R. Mertz, "Dimensions

|
for EValuating the Acceptability of Message Sources," i

Public Opinion Quarterl[, 33 (1969), 563 576

!

y .

13Beebe, "EyeAConthct," ps 22. ¢

*

1the.informative speech: and. multiple-choice questions N
were based upon stimulus materials prepared bys "Bruce -
- . Westly and Joseph Mobius, "The Effects of .Eye Contact in

Televised Instruction," Research Bulletin No. 1h (Madison: .,

_,Universit§ cf,Wisconsin‘Television pabcratory, 1960), ¢
. Y N




-;r ., {

/ . | ‘ , }5Wh11e a higher inQernal rellabillty coeffiC1ent

would have been des1rab1e{ Nurinally ‘notes that instrumeqt&.: |

with reliabiiities of 60§or .50 are acceptable. ’ J)H<_L_;' é

‘ wJum -cf Nunnally, P ‘_ychomegric Theory (New York: McGraw- ‘ DRI é

- ~ Hill Book Company, 1967), Pe 226 \ -

-
. .
. . - I .
- ¢ -7

16Geoffrey Keppel, Design and Analys1s~ A Researcher'e‘

Handbook (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: -Prentic-Hall, Inc.,
== ) )
-'1973). p. 150, ; T ..

1 — -

17B. J/’Winer, Stag;stlcal’Princtp&es in Experimental

Design (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1971,
p: 199, | . LT

18Cobj,p,,"Response to Eye-Contact;" “Jensen -and
Gafner, wEffects of Eye Contact;" Beebe, "Eye Contact;"
Franzolino, "Eye Contact in a Public Speaking Sifuation." °

!
¥or example, see: Ralf %mline and C, Eldridge, - - | 4
wEffects of Two Patterns of a Speeker's Visual Behavior |
-upon the Perception of the Authenticity of his Verbal
s Message," A paper presented to tue Eastern- Psychological

- Association, Boston, 1967; Jay ?f Efran and Andrew A, . T

, Broughton; "Effect of Expectanc;ee for'Social Approval on
Visual‘Behavior," Journal of Rérsonality and Social

Psychology, 4 (July 1966), 103-107; Albert . | U

E

[ Mehrabian, "Significance of Posture and Position in the

3




-
.U

.0 ) ) ‘ rd . ’ e-’ oo,
Communigation of ‘Attitude and Status Relationship," .
. Psychologi cal Bullebiﬁ, 71 (May 1969), 363-=366, "N , -

! 2OWest.ly and Mobiué ‘"The Effects of Eye Contacts"™

; Steven A. Beebe, "An Experimental Study of the Influence

. ’ of Eye, Contact upon Listener Informatlon dain and Perceived
Speaker Credibility in a Public Comme;ication Cohtext,” .
‘Unpublished M.A. thesis,. Central Missouri State University,r
19]3; Franzolino, "Eye'Qontact in a Public Speaking Situation.?

21p1bert Mehrabian, "Orientation Behaviors and

Nonverbal Attitude Communice%ion," Journal of Communfcation, - ﬁi

4

117 (1967), 324-332, ) e

-

22

Mehrabian, Nonverbel Communication, p. 39. '

. - i N .31
- v o 23 S . : v.. A o )
‘ ““Mark L. Knapp, Nonverbal Communicatioh in Human -

Interaction (New York: Holt,/Rinehart and Winston, Inc,, -
1972), po 166. , T . ' "K

2l’Charles w°olbert, "The Effects of Various Modes

. of Public Readixg' Journal of Applied Psychologx, I (1920), -
; 162-185. . Lo

m.‘wu/"l - 4

3 n o opms -
Lasrasnee o .

S 25@1&380‘", "V_OCé.l ﬁi‘tCho"

B « . 3 v i
v Lot et : '

A ?6Gundersen and Hopper, ‘"Spéech Delivery and Speech =~

Effectiveness,"

)




. 3\Tﬁhe 1
. s, ' -
"FACTOR ANALYSIS OF CREDIBILITY SCALES

. N

7

%

\ —
E

: , Semantic , * - Dynamism/ Believability Likability. .
7 7 Scale "~ "', " Factor . Factor ~ Factor®

~ ‘~ o 38

agggessjive- . 4 o S
meek - -l 0.832 . 04012 = - 0.086

énergetic-" L e L .
tired. . 0.817 . =0.812 - 0,237

active- o - Ca .
passive : - 0.791 - 0.155 ° “0.193

skilled- L ] -
“‘unskflled 0.727 ~0.286 - 0.144 .

experienced- : o NG '

inexperienced _ 0.629 " 0.470 0.059

honest- - - o ' T
dishonest . 0,007 . 0.763 0.337
informea- . ' . g oo
uninformed 0.217 0.614 - 0.004

v . e fEiendlyes ¢ - N '
unfriendly ‘ 0.327 . ; 0.001 D 0.820

~ * king- L ’ .
cruel . 0.104° 0.313 0.830

e
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' ./ Table 3 -

DYNAMISM FACTOR SCORE MEANS FOR EYE
CONTACT POSTURE "INTERACTION

27

. . Factor Score
ﬁ 'rreatmont .o - ' Mean. .

-l

COnstant Eye contact, Casual Fodture .8033 A B C

.

Constant’ Eye COntact, Formal Posture .3963 \ c

No Eye Contact, Formal Posture -.4167 " B

No Eye Contact, Casual Posture -.7829 A
' . ‘

RS N N , " ‘
Any two factor score means sharing the same letter are
significantly diffezent at the .05 level.
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' .- Table 4 ‘
- * ‘ - -
THREE=MAY ANALYSIS.OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE _
I FOR THE BELIEVABILITY PACTOR OF -~
‘ . SOURCE CREDIBILITY )
L = i
-Source DF é§ MS P - _
. s
Eye Contact (A) 1 6.73 6.73 7.45* ,
Posture (B) i .70 .70« .77
Vocal Infl'ection.(C) - 1 .70 .70 .77 »
A X p’ 1 .10 T .12
Axc N\ 1 4.60 4.60 5.08%
‘> BXC R | 1.67 1,67 1.84
e ¥ . , / . * ’ [
X AXBXC B | 3.84 3.84 .4.25% 5 -
Error : 120 108.64  Jeo” —
’ d - ‘
4 AN -
Total 127 127.00 e ]
*Significant at the .05 level. N i
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T&ble 5

»

. BELIBVABILITY PAC'I‘OR 'SCORE MEANS !‘OR EYE CONTACT
* VOCAL. INFLECTIQI AND POSTURE INTERACTION

rs ’i'

. Factor Scoré.
Treatment Mean

Constant éye Contact,
Pormal Posture,
Varied Vocal Inflection

No Eye Contact; =
Formal Posture, -
Limited Vocal\ Inflection

Constant Eye Sontact,
Casual Posture,
Varied Vocal Inflection

‘Constant Eye Contact, )
Casual Posture,

/

Limited Vocal Inflection
7 . .

[YS

_ . Constant Eye Contact,
Formal Posture,
Limited Vocal J\:;flecti:on

. No Eye Contact, .
- -Casual Posture, #
Varied Vocal Inflection

No Eye 'Contact,
Caml ”'tur.p RN
Limited Voca} Inflection ~.3564
V4 . ' :
No Eye Contact,
Formal Posture, ~ - ) . : o L,
Varied Vocal Inflection . =.6775 ° A » G-

‘

A
- nT =y

e Any two factqr score neans ahnr:lng the same letter -are
significantly diffcront at the065 level. '

Pz & '

’

¢

P




Tdble 6
. BELIEVABILITY FAC'I‘OR SCORE MEANS FOR EYE CWI'ACT

. VOCAL .INFLECTION IN’I‘ERAC‘I'ION
: ' 7

e ) Factor Score .L il
Treatment . Mean

Constant Eye Contact, Varied Vocal -
Inflection «345) -

—

Constant Eye Contact, Limited
< “Vocal, Infleotion . 1137

No Eye Contact, Limited'
Vocal Inflection : . . 0341

,No Eye Contact, Varied Vocal B
Inflection ~-.4929

s

- . »
- ‘Any tvo factor score naans sharing the same letter are
"significantly diffdrent at the .05 level.
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_ ., Table7 _ - -
$ THREE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SOMMARY TABLE y
- " FORTHE LIKABILITY FACTOR OF
— - SOURCE CREDIBILITY ( .
| Source DF . SS Ms F
a :
Eye Contact () 1 T 3,30 3.30 3.58
- Posture B) 1 o .50 54
™\ .  Vocal Infiection (C) ¥, - sz 5.25 5.68*
! * A x B 1 N .34 . 034 .37
. Axc . 1. 1.48  1.48 1.60
BXC 1 .23 N L23 .26
. . \ )
. : AXBXC K 1 5.04 5.04 5.47*
~ < . .
g k .  Error y 120 110.84 92
- - BN
i L~
Total 127 127.00 , .
a - .8
*Significant at the .05 levei.
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=z Table 8 ' "’*i“‘.‘: - L S o g
LIKABILITY FACTOR SCORE MEANS FOR EYE CONTACT °© : .

VOCAQﬂIN?LECT;ON AND POSTURE INTERACTION

.

.Factor Score

Treatment

Mean

g ‘

Constant Eye Contact,

Casual Posture, ¥

-Varied Vocal Inflection
LY

Constant Eye. Contact,

Formal Posture,

Varied Vocal Inflection '

Constant Eye Contactse ..

Formal Posture, S
Limited Vocal Inflection

No Eye Contact,
Formal Posture, .
Varied Vocal Inflection’
No Eye Contact, -2
Casual Posture,
Limited Vocal Inflection

. No Eye Contact,

Al

Casual Posture,
Varied Vocal Inflection

No Eye Contact, o
Formal Posture,
Limited Vocal Inflection
Constant Eye Contact,

- Casual Posture,
Limited Vocal Inflection

.5982
.3413
.2068

.1006

-.1111

-02317

-.4003

-

=.5055

A

A

—_—

<

E B ]

. T
Any two factor scors means sharing the same letter are -
significantly different at the .05 level. \
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, ; Table 9 ’ o SO
MEAN SCORES OF CONTROL GROUP AND EXPERIMENTAL
‘ TREATMENT GROUPS FOR COMPREHENSION TEST
ey PR VL LA A 4
o . Mean
Treatment . * Comprehension Score
- 'l k]
Control Group - AU ' 5.31*
. -
No Eye Contact, Casual Posture,
‘ Limited Vocal-Inflecjion \ 10.15
No—Eye Contact, Casual Posture, ‘ .
Varied Vocal Inflection- \C 11.00-
No Eye Contact, Formal Posture,
Limited Vocal Inflection 10.31
"No Eye éOntact, Formal Posture, -
#aried Vocal Inflection 10.38
Constant Eye Contact Casual Posture, '
Limited Vocal Inflection 13.06
Constant Eye Contact, Casual Posture, o B -
L Varied Vocal Infléction . 13.38
Constant Eye Contact, 1F’rma1 Posture, » Ty
“Limited Vocal Inflection 11.31 .
Constant Eye Contact, Pdrmal Posture,
Varied Vocal Inflection . 13.56
£ - : -

© *Dunnett’'s comparison confirmedxthat the control
, group scored significantly lower than each experimental .
- : group at the .05 level of probability.
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. Table 1%
§
- . - X 1
L THREE-WAY ANALYSIS OF ‘VARIANCE SUMMARY “TABLE J
b - POR THE COMPREHENSION TEST /
»
Source” DF _ ss Ms F
rd
7 »
- atments "8 . 808.00 101.0 13,23« ~
e Contact (A) 1 180.50 180.50 D650
- POStu!O (,B) . - 1 R - 8000 8:00 ‘1. 05‘ )
. o ; ; - - ) \
goca,f Inflection (C) 2l . 24.50 24.50 3.21
- . A¥B 1 2.53 "2.53 - .33 }
’ AXC by 1, 5.28 5.28 . v.,ss\_.
. BXC i 72,53, 2,53 ‘g - 33 .-
AXBXC T 1 L 13 15.13 1.98
Cohtrol vs. avg. (A,B,C) 1 se9.s3 569.53° 74.62¢
_ Error 135" 1030.44 - 7,63 .
N Total / ; 143 1838.44
v *Significant at the .,65 level. ’
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